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ABSTRACT
Ancient places of performance are often considered for reuse as a 
means of promoting archaeological sites. Therefore, local authorities 
and decision makers have a difficult task of balancing the conservation 
and management of the sites with the carrying capacity. In this paper, 
the bouleuterion, a ‘rediscovered’ structure, at the Teos archaeological 
site, in Turkey is evaluated and presented as a preliminary case study 
with the hopes that these issues will be taken into consideration by 
the managing body in the creation of a management plan for the site. 
The evaluation is made by assessing socio-economic and intangible 
heritage significance, policies guiding changes at the site, a qualitative 
survey at the site and by defining the structure’s carrying capacity. The 
site’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats are used to 
create criteria and make proposals for its reuse. The study concludes 
that the bouleuterion cannot be reused as a venue in its present 
condition and makes recommendations for future use.
History of the Site
Teos archaeological site is located in Seferihisar, İzmir, Turkey and archaeological excavations 
have been carried out by Ankara University at the site since 2010. After these excavations 
began, there has been a call for increasing public awareness by local authorities for the 
promotion of Teos archaeological site. Evidence for this could be seen on billboards and 
local newspapers which declared the ancient city of Teos was the ‘home’ of Dionysian Arts 
and the bouleuterion (senate house) is going to be reused for public cultural events.1
There are several architectural remains at the site today and the most preserved structure 
at the site is the bouleuterion. It was built in the late third century BCE and used not only 
for political meetings, but also for rhetoric and musical performances in the late Hellenistic 
period (Gneisz 1990, 43). After excavations carried out at the cavea (the seating of the site) 
of the structure, the Municipality of Seferihisar organised several meetings and cultural 
events in the bouleuterion: a classical music concert in 2012; the meeting of villagers, and 
performance of poetry in 2013; which the author believes could be called pioneering events 
for the structure’s future utilisation (Figures 1 and 2).
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The significance of ancient places of performance can be defined by four main issues: 
being ancient landmarks; impressive architecture; acoustic qualities; and use in modern 
cultural performances (Haddad 2007). The Verona Charter on the use of ancient places of 
performance (Council of Europe 1997, 373) claims that sites ‘such as theatres, amphitheatres 
and circuses are among the very few monuments still – in some cases – serving the purpose 
for which they were originally designed’. And that ‘they form a heritage encompassing not 
only the monuments of Greco-Roman times but also the history of the alterations made to 
them, the successive uses to which they were put and the cultural and artistic traditions 
associated with them’ (Council of Europe 1997, 373). The document further states ‘the objec-
tive is to preserve a store of scientific information, manage the monuments in the perspective 
of development and, where circumstances permit, infuse ancient sites once more with their 
full role of places of artistic creation, shared enjoyment and emotion’ (Council of Europe 
1997, 373).
As seen at other sites in Turkey such as the theatres of Ephesus, Aspendos and Side, 
cultural events such as concerts, plays, or meetings have improved the sites’ socio-eco-
nomic value but according to the given examples their unplanned utilisation has caused 
decay and deterioration of these ancient structures (Aktüre 1995; Günday 2006; Öztürk 
2006). The lack of management planning and uncontrolled growth of tourism are the 
most dangerous factors effecting these structures and their environment, where in some 
cases reconstruction has led to the loss of their integrity as authentic records of history. 
The original materials cannot be differentiated from the new ones and the ruined state 
Figure 1. Classical music concert at the bouleuterion, 2012. source: teos archaeological Project. reprinted 
here by permission of Professor dr Musa KadioĞlU, head of teos archaeological Project, faculty of 
languages, history and geography, department of Classical archaeology, ankara University.
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of the structures are lost in order to increase the seating capacity in the examples of the 
parliament building of Patara and the theatre of Metropolis. Actors such as the Ministry 
of Culture and Tourism, Directorate of Museums and Cultural Assets, Directorate of 
Archaeological Excavations, leaders of municipalities, etc. support utilisation to boost 
socio-economic development in their regions without understanding the long-term haz-
ard to fragile sites. Excavation boards are asked to analyse the sites but not necessarily 
using scientific means. Furthermore, as the ruins belong to the ministry, the ministry may 
approve their utilisation without sound analysis which may cause long-term hazards for 
these unique structures which may result in the loss of cultural heritage. For example, in 
Sagalassos, the ministry continually wishes to use the theatre but the excavation board 
resists because it is not structurally sound. It is the conclusion of this paper that these 
sites would benefit from scientific research which enhances the sites’ management in a 
controlled way.
For these purposes, the bouleuterion at the Teos archaeological site was chosen as a case 
study. It is part of an on-going excavation and is planned to be reused though a management 
plan is not yet extant. The aim of this study was to lay out the methods for determining 
whether a particular structure at a site could/should be reused. The author worked as the 
site architect documenting the bouleuterion between the years 2012 and 2013 with the aim 
of setting up a model for the building’s future use to be presented to the relevant governing 
body. The study was presented to a jury at the author’s university, a member of which was 
Figure 2. Performance of poetry at the bouleuterion, 2013. source: teos archaeological Project. reprinted 
here by permission of Professor dr Musa KadioĞlU, head of teos archaeological Project, faculty of 
languages, history and geography, department of Classical archaeology, ankara University.
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the head of the excavation team at Teos. Since then, excavations have ceased at the bouleu-
terion and have begun around the Dionysos temple and theatre. According to the Facebook 
page of the Municipality of Seferihisar, another concert with a small audience took place 
there during summer 2017.
In Search of a Methodology: Assessing an Ancient Place of Performance
Theoretically, a structure can resist static and dynamic loads while responding to use. In the 
case of historic buildings, the preservation of the site, its setting and physical environment 
should be considered (Feilden and Jokilehto 1993, 64). Ultimately, conserving historic build-
ings and sites as well as maintaining their role as cultural heritage depends on keeping them 
in use (Feilden 2003, 10). The ICOMOS (2003) Charter – Principles for the Analysis, Conservation 
and Structural Restoration of Architectural Heritage sets guidelines on how to conserve, 
preserve, and maintain the life cycles of historic buildings through three principles: general 
criteria to consider; researches and diagnosis; and remedial measures and controls. 
Additionally, the Australia ICOMOS (2013) Burra Charter focuses on the theory and practice 
of management in the planning process and is a distinctive document proposing a ‘cycle’ 
where the cultural significance is maintained and defines the actions of managers.
Altınöz, Güçhan, and Ayhan (2011, 13) delineate interventions from minimum to maxi-
mum as: ‘monitoring; maintenance; consolidation; minor repair; repair; reinforce-
ment-strengthening; rehabilitation; reuse-adaptive reuse; comprehensive repair; 
reintegration; replication; anastylosis; relocation and reconstruction’ where intervention for 
ancient structures in a ruined state should comprise every means to understand the mon-
ument and reveal it without distorting its meaning (ICOMOS [1964] 1965, Article 15).
Ancient places of performance are also the subject of the Segesta Declaration (Council 
of Europe 1995); the Verona Charter on the use of ancient places of performance (1997), and 
the Syracuse Charter for the Conservation, Fruition and Management of the Ancient Theatrical 
Architectures (2005, 33) recommends:
•  Organisation and Management of the knowledge of the conservation condition of the 
ancient theatrical architecture and their territorial context.
•  Analysis, diagnosis, monitoring, conservation and restoration.
•  Tolerable theatrical activities and safeguarding of the archaeological structure and its 
environmental context.
•  Management of the ancient theatres and territorial cultural networks for local growth.
in order to manage the property in a scientific method approved by broad disciplines by 
the aim of enhancing ancient structures with their physical and social environment.
Beside the Charters and Declarations on ancient places of performance, MINOTEC,2 
CHARISMA,3 ERATO,4 THEATRON5 and ATLAS6 projects were generated on the acoustical 
properties of the ancient places of performance. The Euromed ATHENA (Ancient Theatres 
Enhancement for New Actualities) Project7 is a recent endeavour with the objectives:
•  To minimise the progressive decay of ancient theatres in terms of physical, cultural and 
socio-economic aspects.
•  To support the revival of theatres as a part of a wider archaeological site or urban 
context and
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•  To establish an overall strategy for dealing with tangible and intangible heritage aspects.
The project includes branches of work packages and the Ancient Theatre Usage Manual 
is the output of the work package 4: setting up the management plan that aims to carry out 
the diagnostic phase and the subsequent action plans where information is provided on a 
particular theatre (Carbó et al. 2011, 120). The Ancient Theatre Usage Manual has three tasks 
to achieve; first is the collection of information for the development of preliminary activities, 
the second puts forward the aims: intrinsic actions and the third one collects the information 
needed for the development of cultural cluster informative system. A cultural cluster is 
defined as a cluster based on heritage sites that are the ancient theatres and ‘is characterised 
by collecting in a territory a range of cultural activities, production and marketing of local 
handicrafts and farm products’ (Carbó et al. 2013, 202). Therefore, in addition to the diagnostic 
study of physical aspects of the site, socio- economic aspects are also put forward in order 
to design future development strategies. It is a significant output that physical interventions 
are promoted by the social life and economy of the territory fed by artistic, local productions 
and tourism with regard to sustainability.
However, before a site can be used in a contemporary setting, its structural integrity must 
first be assessed. Only then should managers determine which contexts an ancient place of 
performance could or should be reused.
In this context, this study on the bouleuterion of Teos was carried out using an integrated 
methodology based on:
•  ATHENA Project’s cultural cluster informative system (Carbó et al. 2013, 220) categorised 
as ‘Technical Aspects’, ‘Socio-economic and Intangible Aspects’ (Carbó et al. 2013, 201) 
and ‘Juridical Aspects’ (Carbó et al. 2013, 273) to collect all the relevant data based on 
the current condition of the building and the region in order to define the bouleu-
terion’s physical and real carrying capacity (Carbó et al. 2013, 269). Technical aspects 
include the evaluation of the physical condition of the building and the site whereas 
the socio-economical, intangible, and policy aspects are based on literature survey, 
legislation, reports on development, survey of visitors and interviews with stakehold-
ers. The interviews included the head of Sığacık neighbourhood (muhtar in Turkish), 
the head of excavation board of Teos and the Mayor of Seferihisar, personnel from the 
Municipality of Seferihisar, Directorate of the Culture and Social works and two archaeol-
ogists from the Municipality of Seferihisar and Teos Archaeological Site. (See: Appendix 
B: Questionnaires for Stakeholders of Teos Archaeological Site, Çalışkan 2015, 267–284)
•  The Burra Charter Process (ICOMOS 2013): to determine the cultural significance of the 
bouleuterion by conducting a SWOT Analysis in reference to the physical and real carry-
ing capacity; to define criteria and proposals for reusing the bouleuterion as a prelimi-
nary study before creating a management plan of the site and the structure (Figure 3).
Background and Archaeology of Teos
Teos archaeological site is located on a peninsula in the Sığacık neighbourhood of Seferihisar, 
60 km from İzmir, Turkey (Figure 4). The acropolis of the ancient city is located on Kocakır 
Hill, which is in the middle of the peninsula and the urban development of the ancient city 
could be observed between the Kocakır Hill and the southern port. The ancient city of Teos 
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is one of the twelve Ionian League cities with habitation from the Protogeometric Period 
(1050–900 BCE) to the Middle Ages and was an important harbour city with two ports located 
at its north and south (Akurgal 2014; Kadıoğlu et al. 2011). Most of the architectural remains 
belong to the Hellenistic and Roman Periods and the latest excavations reveal that the 
Hellenistic city walls are 4 km in length whereas the area of the inner city is thought to be 
65 ha with the ancient structures inside such as acropolis, Temple of Dionysos, theatre, 
bouleuterion, agora, Agora Temple, and cistern.8 Two ancient ports and an imperial forum 
are located outside the Hellenistic city wall (Figure 5).
Teos was so wealthy around 600 BCE that Thales of Miletus suggested Teos be the capital 
of Ionia (Akurgal 2014, 303). During the Hellenistic Period, the city was a major cultic centre, 
had the capability of resources for trading and founding of colonies in Abdera and Phanagoria, 
Figure 4. location of teos archaeological site. source: google maps.
Figure 3. the model for reusing an ancient place of performance.
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and the Teans contributed 17 ships to the Battle of Lade in 494 BCE (Akurgal 2014, 303). In 
the period of Attalus I (reign date 241–197 BCE) Teos was part of the Pergamon Kingdom 
and after 129 BCE it was within the borders of Province of Asia – Asia Minor ruled by Romans. 
The Teans went on minting coins until the period of Valerian II when the city lost its impor-
tance, until the Middle Ages (Strang 2007, 92).
Figure 5. ancient urban development of teos.
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‘The principal deity of Teos was Dionysos’ (Bean 1979, 107) and according to Vitruvius, 
the Temple of Dionysos was built by Hermogenes in around the third century BCE, which 
promoted the importance of the city in Ionia (Akurgal 2014, 305). The Asiatic branch of Artists 
of Dionysos was founded in the city in the third century BCE and annual Dionysian cults and 
festivals increased the popularity of Teos as being the city of artists (Bean 1979, 107). In 
addition, Anacreon, Antimachus, Epicurus, Nausiphanes, Apellicon and the historian Hecateus 
were some of the important poets and philosophers who lived in Teos (Bean 1979, 109; 
Strabon 2000, 203; Akurgal 2014, 304).
Modern research on the ancient city of Teos began in the eighteenth century. The Society 
of Dilettanti showed an interest in the Temple of Dionysos, specifically R. Chandler and N. Revett 
were the first researchers who visited the site between 1764 and 1765 and R. Pullan conducted 
excavations at the Temple of Dionysos in 1862 (The Society of Dilettanti 1769, 1881). Between 
the years of 1924 and 1925, the French team of Y. Beguignon and A. Laumonier did research 
and carried out excavations at the Temple of Dionysos, Hellenistic city wall, agora and bouleu-
terion and they drew the ancient city plan for the first time (Béquignon and Laumonier 1925). 
Turkish archaeologists Y. Boysal and B. Ögün started to work at the site in 1962 and excavated 
the acropolis, agora, and theatre until 1967 (Ögün 1965). After that, Mustafa Uz worked at the 
site between the years of 1980 and 1992 and did further excavations at the Temple of Dionysos 
and an archaic temple known as ‘hekatompedon temple’ on the excavation report of 2014 and 
2015 (Uz 1987). Between 1993 and 1996, Numan Tuna from Middle East Technical University 
conducted surveys and documented the territory of Teos (Tuna 1997). Since 2010, archaeo-
logical research has been led by Musa Kadıoğlu from Ankara University.9
Current Situation at the Site
Teos archaeological site is registered as an Immovable Tangible Property and is the treasure 
of the Turkish State (“Law on the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Property” 1983). Within 
the Teos archaeological site, there are first and third degree archaeological designations, 
urban conservation sites and first degree natural sites.10 The settlement of the ancient city is 
registered as first degree with an area of 110 hectares where construction is not allowed 
except for the facilities of service which are removable and light by the approval of the 
Directorate of Num. 1, Izmir Regional Conservation Council of the Ministry of Culture and 
Tourism, the General Directorate of Cultural Properties and Museums. The first degree archae-
ological site is surrounded by the third degree archaeological and first degree natural sites 
and in the third degree, all of the construction works, including infrastructure, are limited 
and must be approved by the Directorate of the Museum of Izmir, by the Director of Cultural 
Assets and Museums, and the Regional Council of Conservation by the Ministry of Culture 
and Tourism. A personnel from the Directorate of the Museum of İzmir is sent to control the 
construction works in third degree archaeological sites; they drill from ground level in some 
parts to determine whether there is a cultural layer beneath, in cases where there is no cultural 
layer it is confirmed by the personnel and the regional conservation council gives permission 
for the new construction. In these cases, there are two bodies for the approval. The Urban 
Conservation Site where the northern port of the ancient city is located is in Sığacık neigh-
bourhood and is an historic urban settlement inside the fortress used by the Seleucids and 
Ottomans (Kahraman 2011). Before the sites were registered and protected, there were con-
struction works: residential and touristic edifices were built near the western and southern 
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Hellenistic city wall and were probably built on the Necropolis of the Ancient City in the late 
1980s. Rescue excavations (Kadıoğlu et al. 2011, 449) were carried out on the west and south 
necropolis where the pathway leads to the summer houses on the south. There is a huge 
hotel construction in the third degree archaeological site on the west of the Hellenistic walls 
and here excavations are controlled by the directorate of the museum. Summer houses on 
the south were built in the 1980s, however at that time the site was not registered which 
means that there was no control/protection mechanism for new construction. Thus, the area 
of summer houses located on the west of Teos (outside the Hellenistic city walls) is not reg-
istered whereas on the west coast of the peninsula, touristic facilities are in the middle of 
being constructed and are controlled by the Directorate of the Museum of Izmir.
Teos archaeological site, located inside the borders of the Municipality of Seferihisar, has 
gained importance as a catalyst to increased tourism. Seferihisar is listed by the CittaSlow 
Network,11 part of the Slow Movement which is concerned with slowing the pace of life and 
with Slow Food12 in particular. Therefore, the municipality of Seferihisar has shown interest 
in the Teos archaeological site as an aspect of appreciating local authenticity. To this end, the 
municipality as well as the governor of Seferihisar and Ministry of Cultural Assets and Tourism 
have financed archaeological research at the site. Additionally, a project called ‘the conserva-
tion of Teos Wetland area and its dunes’ has been prepared by the Association for the support 
of Slow Life,13 the municipality,14 and the Association of Nature15 with the support of GEF 
Small Grants Programme (SGP) where brochures were published in order to inform the public 
about the flora and fauna of the archaeological site and its surroundings.16 Information boards 
about the olive and mandarin trees, mammals, the ancient harbour, flora around the agora, 
and birds around the bouleuterion were placed along the paths (Figure 6).
Figure 6. info board of teos Wetland area and its dune.
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The landscaping project of Teos Archaeological Site was approved by the decision of 
Directorate of Num. 1, Izmir Regional Conservation Council in 2012. Two buildings were 
designed on the west of first degree archaeological area on the same parcel; the entrance 
building with museum/workshop for restoration, information centre, café, ticket office and 
restrooms and excavation house were designed as separate buildings. After drilling and 
geophysical research was completed, the construction started in 2013 and completed in 
2015 (Kadıoğlu 2015, 452; Kadıoğlu et al. 2017, 486). Within the scope of the project, circu-
lation and access routes were designed in three types that are long, middle and short tours. 
The long route starts from the entrance building passing through the main architectural 
remains located in the core of the ancient city. The middle route includes Dionysos Temple, 
Agora, Bouleuterion and Theatre and the short-route has only Dionysos Temple. In addition, 
a tour for cyclists was proposed being the length of 4.3 km starting at the Ancient Marble 
Quarry in Karagöl and finishing at the site entrance. In addition, spots to take a break near 
the major architectural remains were designed with equipment including banks and rubbish 
bins and info boards with a descriptive text and drawings were placed near the major 
remains. For the guidance of visitors, signboards were placed on the routes.
In this study, evaluation of the Teos archaeological site was made in 2014 with the main 
categories being: equipment; resources; internal and; external services (Figure 7). The 
entrance building was built in 2014 and has an information point with coffee shop, toilets, 
a ticket office and exhibition hall. In 2016, the Ministry of Culture and Tourism created a 
position for the ticket office and toilets. The exhibition hall is in use today whereas the coffee 
and gift shop have not been opened. Official tourist guidebooks and a website are available 
as internal services whereas the external parking, public transportation, and accommodation 
are in progress as external services.17 Equipment at the site is also in progress including 
lighting, rubbish collection, access, security system, handrails, signs and measures for fire 
prevention. Since the core of the site is about 65 hectares and there are some parcels belong-
ing to private owners in this area, access between ancient structures is problematic in some 
parts and the expropriation of these parcels has become contested. There are private parcels 
at the site; the landscaping project (pathways, benches etc.) was prepared according to the 
current situation. Legally, public access can be hampered in these private lands but since 
the owners are not allowed to construct and cultivate, these lands are left and people can 
pass through them as a short cut. As far as the author is aware, some local people complain 
about the situation that they cannot use and sell their land and the only option is to expro-
priate the lands; in addition in some cases, the owners have raised their asking price which 
has resulted in delays. As a cultural cluster (Carbó et al. 2013, 202) Sığacık is a distinct area, 
just 4.1 km from the archaeological site, and where the visitors might find any service, local 
products, and might experience gastronomical facilities that provide economic resources 
for the area’s socio-economic development (Figure 8).
The Survey
In order to understand the effectiveness of the resources, a qualitative survey was conducted; 
the questionnaires were broken down into four subjects: the user’s profile, accessibility, 
knowledge, and utilisation and a survey of 50 people was conducted in August 2014 (Figures 
9 and 10). The results showed that the visitors get information about access to the site and 
its historical significance from the media and the Internet, with academic journals and 
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advertising signs also significant sources of information. Since there is no direct public trans-
portation to the site entrance, private cars are the main means of transportation. Most of 
those surveyed think that the site is not compatible with traditional festivals such as the 
mandarin festival that is held in Seferihisar every year. In addition, of those surveyed, 78% 
visited other archaeological sites, which can be interpreted to mean that they are generally 
interested in archaeological sites in the region. Most of those surveyed are in the age range 
of 19–30. This is encouraging for increasing the opportunities at the site to share knowledge, 
to raise consciousness about the cultural heritage of Seferihisar, and to improve the quality 
Figure 7. Chart on the evaluation of teos archaeological site.
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES  299
of visitor’s experiences. It should be noted that the survey was carried out at the same time 
construction works were being done and this hampered a more comprehensive study 
(Çalışkan 2015).
The Bouleuterion
The bouleuterion is located to the south-east of the theatre, north-west of the agora temple, 
and east of the Temple of Dionysos and is the most well preserved ancient structure in Teos 
(Kadıoğlu et al. 2011, 433) (See Figure 11). It was built on flat ground and has a rectangular 
plan of 33.25 m × 21.8 m, with semi-circular shaped seating (cavea). The building was 
researched by a French excavation team in 1924 first; the upper part of the cavea was 
unearthed and the building was defined as a small theatre (Béquignon and Laumonier 1925). 
Bean (1979, 113) determined that the building was an odeon (space for performances) with 
two statue bases with inscriptions in honour of distinguished citizens of Teos in the Roman 
Era. The bouleuterion was then excavated by Y. Boysal and B. Öğün in 1963 and1964 (Öğün 
1965); Tuna (1997) conducted further research and the building was ultimately confirmed 
to be a bouleuterion (a senate house) where the measured drawings were made between 
1993 and 1995. Since 2010, excavations at the building have been carried out by Kadıoğlu 
et al. (2011, 2013, 2016, 2017) and Kadıoğlu (2015) (Figure 12).
The building, with the exception of the northern wall, has been unearthed. It has two 
entrances and is made up of three parts: the cavea (seating), orchestra pit, and pulpitum 
(stage). The plan of the building, which dates back to the first century BCE shows that the 
bouleuterion had 18 seating rows with a capacity of 634 people (calculated as seating 
area/0.50 m2) and it is possible that there were stairs next to the northern and southern walls 
(Figure 13). The main walls of the building were constructed in a rectangular pseudo-isodo-
mic technique as hollow dry stone walls. There are additions built later using spolia, rubble 
stones and mortar were used to construct the pillars on the south-west corner, on the 
Figure 8. sığacık fort.
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southern wall, on the north of parodos (stage entrance) and on the northern wall facing the 
stoa (roofed colonnade) (Figure 14). There is also an additional volume south-west of the 
building which is thought to be part of a defence wall which has been seen at the bouleuteria 
at Metropolis and Patara (Korkut 2006, 96; Öz 2006, 279).
Figure 9. the results of visitors’ survey at teos archaeological site.
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Today, remains of the cavea amount to only 17 rows of seats. It is divided by five stairs 
(klimakes) and four kerkides (wedge-shaped seating section). The profiled seating blocks are 
made of grey Teos marble and 14 rows are mostly preserved on the northern part. The stairs 
are made of grey Teos marble in width of 47 to 50 cm, around 16 cm in height and 30 cm in 
Figure 10. the results of visitors’ survey at teos archaeological site.
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depth so that one seating row is equal to two steps in height (Kadıoğlu et al. 2013, 218). 
Analemmata walls (support walls for the seating area) were constructed in rectangular pseu-
do-isodomic technique with load bearing blocks 60 cm wide. The orchestra is 6.2 m in diam-
eter extending more than a half-circle and the first row of seats begin at the orchestra level; 
however the finishing materials are not well preserved though we found a few broken pieces 
of marble. It was built in the opus sectile (decorated with inlaid materials) technique with 
Figure 11.  aerial view of the bouleuterion and the temple of dionysos. source: teos archaeological 
Project. reprinted here by permission of Professor dr Musa KadioĞlU, head of teos archaeological Project, 
faculty of languages, history and geography, department of Classical archaeology, ankara University.
Figure 12. Measured plan drawings of the bouleuterion and the view from the east.
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different types of marble including Africano (Kadıoğlu 2015, 456). The pulpitum is located 
between the orchestra and skene wall (the wall of the structure behind the stage). It is made 
of grey Teos marble and its foundation and basement blocks are preserved as well as having 
three stairs on the south and two stairs on the north. In 2011, a bronze coin dating from the 
second century BCE was found under the second stair and a statue which is thought to date 
to the second century BCE was found in two pieces (Kadıoğlu et al. 2013, 219).
Evaluation of the bouleuterion’s physical condition was made at the end of the excavation 
season in 2013. There is structural decay as a collapse on the southern wall and on the addi-
tional wall which was built later north of the parodos (stage entrance) and there are cracks 
on the building blocks. In addition, due to the dislocation of upper blocks, the structural 
problem occurs on the walls built in later times. Material decay was also observed in the 
building such as cracks, small cracks, features induced by material loss, detachments and 
biological formations (tree roots, plants, and lichen). There are small cracks, especially on 
the seating blocks and there are plants growing from the parts where there is material loss. 
Furthermore, a tree has grown on the upper level – on the southern part of the cavea, and 
tree roots were found on the west wall. Since the building is open to atmospheric conditions, 
biological formations, especially lichen is seen mostly on the stone blocks and on the 
orchestra as the features induced by material loss is found on the west wall. In general, the 
building is in good physical condition except the south wall and material deterioration is on 
average (Figure 15).
Figure 13. the plan of restitution of the bouleuterion.
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Static and structural risks for the bouleuterion were studied with reference to the timeline 
of earthquakes in the region. There are numerous damages from ancient times as the idea 
of synoecism (uniting several towns under a single authority) following a population decrease, 
was proposed for Teos and Lebedos after the earthquake in 304 BCE (Rostovtzeff 1941, 155; 
Uz 1987, 57). An earthquake hit the ancient city in 17 CE when the thirteen Ionian cities were 
totally destroyed (Emre et al. 2005, 54). Recently, earthquakes of medium intensity have 
occurred in Sığacık Gulf in 2005 where the fault lines in the NE-SW and NW-SE directions 
intersect in the area (Sözbilir et al. 2009). Today, Teos archaeological site is in the first degree 
seismic zone and the bouleuterion is intensely affected by earthquakes.18 The foundations 
of the building could not be seen because the excavations are still in progress around the 
building. Environmental factors such as climate and topography were also studied as they 
affect material decay. In the region, the dominant wind direction is NE and the wind speed 
is 3.5 m/s, the vaporisation increases and affects the resistance of the stones since the humid-
ity is 64% on average (Carbó et al. 2013, 110–116 and https://www.mgm.gov.tr/veride-
gerlendirme/il-ve-ilceler-istatistik.aspx?m=IZMIR). Damage caused by humans is quite low 
at the Teos archaeological site in comparison to other archaeological sites such as Izmir 
(Belge 2005, 111–117), Roman Ankara in Ulus (Mutlu 2012, 139–180) and Soli-Pompeiopolis 
in Mersin (Levent 2008, 107–122) which are located in urban conservation zones.
Sığacık is a small town with a low population except during the summer holiday season, 
which also coincides with excavations. However, there have been illegal excavations in the 
necropolis area on the south and on the west of the site and tumulus in and around Seferihisar 
(Kadıoğlu et al. 2011, 449; Kadıoğlu 2015, 455, 466).
Figure 14. Mapping of the constructional materials of the bouleuterion.
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Figure 15. Mapping of structural and material decays of the bouleuterion.
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Regional Socio-Economics and Intangible Cultural Heritage
Seferihisar is an area of 38,583 km2 and the population is 34.761. It has a second degree in 
the socio-economic development with the index of 1.5 in Turkey (Özaslan, Dinçer, and Özgür 
2006, 15).19 The major economic sectors of Seferihisar are agriculture, forestry, hunting and 
fishing; secondary sectors are public services, social and private services; whereas the third 
sector includes trading activities, hotels and restaurants, and construction (Dinçer and 
Özaslan 2004). Mandarin, grape, artichoke, and other vegetables are the leading produce 
and fishing is also popular – the number of fish restaurants is high (see Appendix B: ques-
tionnaire for stakeholders of Teos Archaeological Site, Çalışkan 2015). In Seferihisar, distri-
bution of green areas (including forests, parks etc. which are actively or passively used) is 
3 m2 per capita whereas it is 245 m2 for the area archaeological sites (İzmir Development 
Agency 2013a).
Seferihisar is 47.1 km from the city centre of Izmir and 46.1 km from İzmir Adnan Menderes 
Airport. Main access to the Teos archaeological site can be had from the town centre of 
Seferihisar (6.5 km away) by small buses or by taxi. However, there is no direct transport to 
the site entrance today; visitors get off the bus and then have to walk 10 or 15 min down 
to the site entrance. There is no walkway for pedestrians and the hot summer weather may 
negatively affect older visitors or those with children. In summer, many tourists who stay 
in the hotels in Sığacık prefer to visit the site by bike and then walk through the features 
(Figure 16).
Cultural activities in Seferihisar are organised by the Municipality of Seferihisar. The most 
well-known is the mandarin festival20 that has been celebrated for 16 years in the bazaar of 
the town. Theatrical meetings (Tiyatrolar Buluşması in Turkish), supported by the Municipality 
of Seferihisar, Association of Science, Culture and Education on Research of Theatre Art, and 
the Community of Theatres of Turkey have been organised in the area with plays, concerts, 
and exhibitions mostly held in the Sığacık fortress in summers.21 These activities, also known 
as the Dionysian Arts, raise cultural awareness in the town. There is also a ‘bazaar’ set inside 
the fortress of Sığacık where there are historic houses and local people sell agricultural 
products and homemade traditional dishes every Sunday (Figure 17). It is known as a gas-
tronomic pathway that visitors take inside to the fortress and these activities and events are 
considered to increase the socio-economic development of the town. (For more information 
on innovative programmes set for Seferihisar such as a Slow City, see Gündüz, Öner, and 
Knox 2016, 217). In addition, the Municipality of Seferihisar, the village cooperative, and Slow 
Food Teos organise events especially for women to support them economically where they 
can produce and sell local products in the bazaar held in Seferihisar and Sığacık and online.22
Policy and Protection
In the territory of Teos, there are five types of registered areas defined by the Ministry of 
Culture and Tourism, Superior Council of Real Estate Antiquities and Monuments. The Law 
on the Conservation of Cultural and Natural Property (Number 2863, 1983) defines an archae-
ological site as ‘an area where man-made cultural and natural property converges as the 
product of various prehistoric to present civilizations, that is adequately defined by topog-
raphy and homogenous, at the same time historically, archaeologically, scientifically, socially 
or technically valuable and exhibits partial structures’. According to regulations explained 
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Figure 16. the routes of access in teos archaeological site.
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in the Resolution (658): ‘archaeological sites, conditions for their conservation and utilisation’ 
(1999), interventions in these areas must be approved by the consultancy of Izmir Regional 
Council of Conservation of Cultural Properties.
Since the bouleuterion is a cultural heritage asset in an archaeological site, the imple-
mentations have to be carried out according to the Law on the Conservation of Cultural and 
Natural Property (Number 2863) and Resolution (660) on the classification, conservation 
and maintenance of the immovable cultural properties (1999). For the utilisation of bouleu-
terion safety standards for performance buildings must be fulfilled. Regulations on ‘new 
buildings’ are declared in bylaws for construction that are approved by the municipalities 
and safety standards are clarified for each design. Regulations include the minimum number 
and the dimension of entrances according to the number of spectators, routes for fire escape, 
as well as a system of fire prevention (Regulation on the Fire Safety Measures for Buildings 
[2007]). These parameters will be discussed individually in order to define the real carrying 
capacity of the bouleuterion of Teos.
A Study on the Carrying Capacity of Bouleuterion
There are three types of carrying capacity suggested by the ATHENA Project Physical Carrying 
Capacity (PPC), Real Carrying Capacity (RCC) and Effective Carrying Capacity (ECC).
‘Physical Carrying Capacity (PCC) is a rough estimate of the maximum number of visitors 
that an Ancient Theatre is actually able to support and the cavea, the orchestra pit and, on 
a partial and occasional way, the stage can be considered as suitable spaces for visitation 
activities. Real Carrying Capacity (RCC) is the second phase of the process: It deals with the 
limiting factors, reducing the amount of visitors obtained from the RCC calculation and it 
includes the analysis of the site conditions, and the physical, ecological (if necessary) and 
social factors. Effective Carrying Capacity (ECC) is the third analytical stage that deals with 
the managing capacity available of the corresponding site administration; managing 
Figure 17. the bazaar in sığacık fort.
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capacity is not an easy task such as policy measures, legislation, infrastructure, facilities and 
equipment, staff, funding and motivation for heritage conservation (Viñals, Morant, and 
Monasterio 2013, 91, 92).
In this framework, the study on the carrying capacity of the bouleuterion focused on two 
types: Physical Carrying Capacity (PPC) and Real Carrying Capacity (RCC) since an estimation 
of the ECC could be made based on the structures which are already in use and managed 
for periodic performances. The PPC of the bouleuterion is calculated according to the physical 
condition of the building itself as the evaluation was made on the technical aspects which 
are the analysis of the site conditions, and the physical, social factors. Hereby, the cavea, 
orchestra, and pulpitum might be considered as safe zones for the users since they are stable 
and in good shape; however, the pulpitum and orchestra were evaluated as fragile areas with 
small cracks in a few of the seating blocks. Therefore, only if protective measures are taken 
for the orchestra, could the estimation for PPC be made.
The bouleuterion has a gross area of 408.6 and 235.4 m2 of it is calculated as the safe area 
for visitors including cavea, stairs, and orchestra. The World Tourism Organisation propose 
that 4 m2 might be available per person for dynamic activities which means that 52 visitors 
might visit the building at any time (World Tourism Organisation 2005; Viñals, Morant, and 
Monasterio 2013, 92). In the case of a performance, the seating capacity is calculated by 
dividing the seating area into 0.5 m2 (for more information on the visitors’ psychological 
comfort and proxemics studies, see Hall 1966) and the area for the audience where the 
seating blocks are stable and in good shape is 145.3 m2, which means that 291 people could 
watch a performance inside the building (Figure 18).
Figure 18. the mapping of physical carrying capacity of the bouleuterion.
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Estimation of the RCC for the bouleuterion is made by considering the cavea’s not being 
an area for dynamic activities - visitors only sit and rest on the seating blocks. In other words, 
while it is impossible to control people’s activities it would not be advisable to hold a rock 
concert here.
The pathway (stairs and stable areas for circulation) is in length of 69.4 m and when the 
diameter of 4 m2 is taken for the division; we can assume that 25 people can visit the building 
at any time. Further estimation should be made by the statistics of the number of visitors; 
especially for the sites which have been visited by tourists since the carrying capacity of the 
building might be lower than the number of visitors during the peak seasons. In this study, 
the exact number of visitors was unknown because the entrance building of Teos archaeo-
logical site was under construction during the study. Therefore, a prospective estimation 
was made according to the number of visitors seen during the survey in 2015 referring to 
the ratio of tourist arrivals by the statistics of the Ministry of Culture. It was seen that the 
average number of visitors per day was 204 on an optimistic day. Of the 50 individuals sur-
veyed in August 2014, the bouleuterion was visited by 71% of the visitors, which means that 
15 people visited the building per hour. In comparison to the RCC of the building above 
conditions of the building and the site fits well in (Figure 19). The Regulations for Fire Safety 
Measures define the limit as if the area is divided to 1 m2 for the capacity for modern buildings 
Figure 19. the mapping of real carrying capacity of the bouleuterion.
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(Binaların Yangından Korunması Hakkında Yönetmelik [Regulation on the Fire Safety Measures 
for Buildings] 2007). The bouleuterion has an area of 235.4 m2 in safe areas, so the regulation 
permits 235 people for the case of a performance. In addition, according to the current 
standards, there must be at least two entrances for access but today, the northern entrance 
is unearthed whereas southern entrance is still subsoil. This was estimated according to the 
Regulations on the Fire Safety Measures for buildings in Turkey.23
The study on the real carrying capacity of the bouleuterion shows that the building can 
be visited by 25 people at any time by turns for visiting on suggested pathway; however the 
building cannot carry the audience in case of an event since there are fragile areas to be 
conserved and consolidated whereas the unearthed parts including the analemmata, and 
the west and south walls are dangerous for the audience in the present conditions.
Criteria and Proposals for Reusing the Bouleuterion
In order to set a sustainable approach before reusing a historic building, the first priority 
should be considering the significance of the building and understanding the values both 
for the building and its environment – keeping a balance between conservation and public 
needs.
In this way, such an attitude would set the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and 
threats that have been addressed in this paper (Figure 20).
Throughout history, the bouleuterion of Teos has been affected by a multitude of geo-
graphic, climatic, political, economic, social, and cultural issues, and these issues continue. 
The cultural and contemporary values attributed to the building vary from different per-
spectives in aesthetic, historic, social, scientific, educational, functional, spiritual, and eco-
nomic concerns. It is an ancient landmark of politics and administration though it was also 
used for grammar exams and ceremonies (Gneisz 1990) thus, it is defined as a multiple-use 
theatre (Izenour 1992) revealing its distinctive character architecturally in the network of 
Hellenistic – Roman ancient places of performance. Since the research and excavations are 
still in progress at the Teos archaeological site, it is important to keep in mind that the 
bouleuterion is a ‘ruin’ which is open to weathering and decay factors. Reusing it without a 
site management plan would increase its structural and material decay whereas its utilisation 
by monitoring the building’s physical condition would increase public awareness and 
improve sharing knowledge in academic and public platforms. This was born out in the 
survey in which 90% of respondents answered ‘yes’ to the question ‘do you think that utili-
sation of the bouleuterion would improve the cultural value of the site?’ In previous events 
held in the bouleuterion, the organisers and the mayor gave opening speeches about the 
history of the building for the audience. The involvement of local people could be made by 
the organisations where they could improve their economic status by working for the organ-
isation, selling products, renting their house in Sığacık for accommodation – house owners 
in Sığacık attended the certificate programme on hostelry that was organised by Seferihisar 
Municipality.
It was found that there are criteria and limits that are shaped by the carrying capacity of 
the bouleuterion; it is a ‘ruin’ open to weathering decay factors and has structural problems 
that might be dangerous for an event audience and it currently cannot be used for perfor-
mances as it is still in the excavation process. Therefore, the initial use of the bouleuterion 
should be limited to passing touristic visits as the management of the site is the essential 
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Figure 20. sWot analysis of the bouleuterion.
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concern in present conditions. In these circumstances, the survey on bouleuterion that 
includes long-term and short-term physical interventions in reference to the mapping of 
structural and material decays are as follows:
•  Setting up a management plan for the Teos archaeological site to improve public under-
standing of the site, to promote the site image by guaranteeing high standards for 
visitors and spectators and to manage safety issues.
•  Preparation of a conservation project for the bouleuterion since it is under the risk 
of environmental factors whereas conservation measures must respect the aesthetic, 
historic, and scientific integrity.
•  Intervention on the building must be based on sufficient documentation where all crite-
ria, steps, activities, actions, and skills should be divided into long temporal sequences of 
alterations depending on the wear and tear and deterioration process on the structure.
•  Research on the building’s acoustic quality should be made according to its virtual 
reconstruction so as to improve the conditions for its future utilisation.
•  Multidisciplinary work is needed for sharing the knowledge among the scientific com-
munity, European Network of Ancient Places of Performance (https://www.uia.org/s/
or/en/1100060652) and the public.
Intervention Proposals for the Short-Term
•  Structural and physicochemical analysis of the building.
•  Removing the broken blocks on the parts in critical condition (the collapse on the south 
wall) in order to check the condition of the wall and foundations by reconstruction 
using original materials.
•  Applying removable support structures under the wall on the north of the parodos in 
order to prevent collapse.
•  The consolidation of the original materials in the orchestra and pulpitum, integration 
with new materials which are compatible and removable might be implemented.
•  Removing the plants, consolidation of the broken pieces of the seating blocks and stairs 
in order to create safe and stable areas in the cavea.
•  Placing wires for safety next to the analemma walls that are dangerous for visitors.
•  The consolidation of the pulpitum where the light modular structure might be applied 
in case of an event.
Socio-economic and intangible aspects in Seferihisar show that the associations and local 
authorities are the entrepreneurs for the promotion of the Teos archaeological site; however, 
according to interviews with stakeholders (Çalışkan 2015), local people do not participate 
in the cultural events which are held at the site, the majority of attendees are tourists. In 
addition, participation of the local people in the festivals and concerts held in Sığacık is quite 
low according to the Izmir Development Agency’s Report (2014–2023 İzmir Bölge Planı İlçe 
Toplantıları, Seferihisar Raporu, IZKA [Development Agency of Izmir] Report [2013a] and 
[2013b]).24 Therefore, we can surmise that aids to understanding and interpretation of the 
cultural and natural properties in the area are inadequate and information instruments such 
as cultural tourism agencies and online cultural media are not used efficiently; educational 
tools are not used by the young people who live in Sığacık and Seferihisar according to the 
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survey. It is true that locals do not attend the cultural activities unless they can earn money 
from these events and festivals. It is also related to the local culture and the types of events 
that locals prefer to attend. Therefore, it is recommended to:
•  Set up a managerial unit by the Municipality of Seferihisar for educational purposes, 
which collaborates with teachers in local schools; with sociologists and trainers to share 
knowledge and to increase awareness for cultural and natural properties in the region
•  Support professional enterprise for the management of cultural events such as IKSEV 
(Association for Culture Arts and Education of Izmir) since they organise concerts and 
festivals in Ephesus so that the demand for cultural activities would increase.
•  Set up a ‘model’ for the intersection of the network of activities with the network of 
venues in the area so that the cultural events would be held in different cultural herit-
age places/spaces; for example Sığacık Fortress, bouleuterion and the ancient theatre 
would be the venues.
•  Utilise the Teos archaeological site as the ‘venue’ for the mandarin festival since the site 
is also a natural property with its rich fauna and flora. In addition, since the architectural 
remains are in the excavation process, the assignation of the theatres might organise 
events at the site in proper open areas.
•  To educate young people and train personnel for the services of tourism; accommoda-
tion, shops, and restaurants in the region.
Conclusion
This study aimed to propose a model by putting the relevant data entirely in regard to the 
structure and the site before taking any intervention to reuse an ancient place of perfor-
mance which is still in the process of being excavated. The model is an integration of analyses 
inspired by the ATHENA Project25 and Burra Charter Process (ICOMOS 2013) as a preliminary 
study that would supply the policies and strategies for the management of archaeological 
sites. Hereby, the real carrying capacity which has been evaluated according to the physical 
carrying capacity of the building and contributes to the significance of the site sets the 
structure for future interventions. While ‘reusing’ the site would increase the local people’s 
awareness of the archaeological heritage and socio-economic development of the region. 
This study on the carrying capacity deals with touristic visits and audiences for future per-
formances. The utilisation of the site and bouleuterion would enhance the site and the 
building (in the framework of a management plan) by the local people’s involvement since 
it is defined as a cultural cluster and socio-economic data was collected because the bouleu-
terion is not an isolated object. It should be noted that feedback from the survey of visitors 
and interviews with stakeholders has been the main data for the proposed socio-economic 
aspects. Reusing the bouleuterion could not be fully assessed in the scheme of the local 
economy since the site is still under excavation.
Therefore, this study recommends action according to a SWOT analysis and assessment 
of the real carrying capacity of the ancient structure whereas further research on the effective 
carrying capacity should be conducted as if the site is in use and managed via feedback from 
visitors, stakeholders, users and personnel that would improve the quality of visits where 
the socio-economic and intangible aspects are considered as opportunities.
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Notes
1.  In Turkish at http://seferihisar.bel.tr/tum-haberler/769-2-bin-500-yil-sonra-teosta-yenidensanat.
html.
2.  https://search.coe.int/cm/Pages/result_details.aspx?ObjectID=090000168052543f.
3.  http://cordis.europa.eu/result/rcn/158866_en.html.
4.  http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/68732_en.html.
5.  http://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/45528_en.html.
6.  http://www.dream.unipa.it/dream/11/index_eng.html.
7.  http://www.euromedheritage.net/intern.cfm?menuID=12&submenuID=13&idproject=41.
8.  http://www.teosarkeoloji.com/hellenistik-sur-1.
9.  See http://www.teosarkeoloji.com/teos for information in Turkish.
10.  Resolution 658: archaeological sites, conditions for their conservation and utilisation, see the 
website in Turkish: http://teftis.kulturturizm.gov.tr/TR,14329/658-nolu-ilke-karari-arkeolojik-
sitlerkoruma-ve-kullan-.html. There are three types of protection for archaeological sites 
according to Resolution 658: ‘archaeological sites, conditions for their conservation and 
utilisation’ which is under the Law on the Conservation of the Cultural and Natural Properties 
(2868) in Turkey; first degree includes the sites which are definitely protected except for 
scientific excavations; second degree includes the sites which are protected where the regional 
conservation council approves the conditions of the protection and utilisation at the site; 
third degree includes the archaeological sites where the new regulations can be approved 
according to the conservation and protection decisions on the conservation plan. Conservation 
site is defined as ’cities and remains of cities that are product of various prehistoric to present 
civilizations that reflect the social, economic, architectural a.s. characteristics of the respective 
period’ (Definitions and abbreviations, Article 3, (3)) whereas the ’natural site’ is defined as ’shall 
refer to all assets on the ground, under the ground or under the water pertaining to geological 
periods, prehistoric periods until present time, that are of unique kind or require protection 
due to their characteristics and beauty’ (Definitions and abbreviations, Article 3, (2) in law 
on the conservation of the cultural and natural properties, see the webpage: http://www.
kulturvarliklari.gov.tr/TR,43249/law-on-the-conservation-of-cultural-and-natural-propert-.
html).
11.  http://www.cittaslow.org/.
12.  https://www.slowfood.com/.
13.  http://yavasyasa.com/.
14.  http://seferihisar.bel.tr/en/.
15.  http://www.dogadernegi.org/en/.
16.  http://www.tr.undp.org/content/turkey/en/home/presscenter/articles/2013/10/03/teos-
ancient-city-mashes-to-be-protected.html.
17.  http://www.teosarkeoloji.com/multimedia/Teos_Rehber_Guide.pdf.
18.  For the earthquake zoning map index of Turkey, see the website: http://www.deprem.gov.tr/
en/Category/earthquake-zoning-map-96531.
19.  For more information on the SEDI Rankings in Turkey, see: http://www-sre.wu.ac.at/ersa/
ersaconfs/ersa06/papers/858.pdf.
20.  http://seferihisar.bel.tr/en/welcome-to-the-festival-of-vitamin-c-of-seferihisar/.
21.  Musical Paradise in Seferihisar 2017, http://seferihisar.bel.tr/en/musical-paradise-in-seferihisar/.
22.  https://seferipazar.com/ and Traditional Soup Making Atelier http://seferihisar.bel.tr/en/
traditional-soup-making-atelier/.
23.  http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2007/12/20071219-2.htm.
24.  http://www.izka.org.tr/files/planlama/3_ilce_calismalari/2014_2023/seferihisar/2014_2023_
ilce_ozet_raporu_seferihisar.pdf.
25.  http://www.euromedheritage.net/intern.cfm?menuID=12&submenuID=13&idproject=41.
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